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Conservative or Liberal, Deist or Pagan, Jersey transplant or Lehigh Valley native, we're all in this mess together. Let's talk. Let us 
do no harm. Today's one-liner: "No friend ever served me, and no enemy ever wronged me, whom I have not repaid in full." - Lucius 
Cornelius Sulla 




Thursday, May 02, 2013 



Bernie O'Hare 
Nazareth, Pa., United States 

View my complete profile 



Full Disclosure 



So 5 c Linked 



Pages 

Home 

Bethlehem Candidates' 
Questionnaire 



Search This Blog 



Search 



Subscribe Now 



Subscribe in a reader 



Morganelti Takes on the Judges 

In his fascinating book, The 
D-Day Bank Massacre, 
Northampton County District 
Attorney John Morganelli 
presents a harsh, but accurate, 
assessment of judges. 

"If anyone tries to tell you 
that judges are apolitical, 
tell them to call me. In my 
26 years as a practicing 
lawyer, I have learned that 
judges are probably the 
most political animals in 
the political and legal 
jungle. Not all of them, of 
course. But many come to 
their positions with the 
same prejudices and bias 
that we all have from our 

life experience. The donning of the black robe allows them to hide behind the 
law while forming their own ideas of how things should be. " 

So as you might imagine, Morganelli is very suspicious that the state supremes have 
reached down to a lower court and assumed jurisdiction over a case in which they 
themselves have an interest. Pennsylvania's state constitution says they have to step down 
at age 70. Rather than seeking to change the constitution, justices can just wave their magic 
wands and make the constitution disappear. 

Yesterday, the Express Times weighed in on this matter, expressing its reservations. 
Morganelli has previously condemned what the boys in black are doing. "Setting aside 
Pennsylvania's Constitution via judicial fiat by Justices with a personal and financial interest 
in the outcome is dangerous and wrong." 
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John's viewing will be sometime early next week. In the meantime, flowers may be sent to 
the ConneN Funeral Home. 
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Morganelli is correct, the judges - who are elected officials - are political animals, 
just like the elected district attorney. Just like the judges, the DA takes political 
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not include state." 12 
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V Dr. Eduardo M. Rivera 

Tederal iaw is made for the 
federal government, fed- 
r al employees,federal terri- 
fy and federal citizens. The 
edaratfon of Independence 
i 4 - 1776 sets forth the 
oposition that free 
^ople are free because 
aedom is defined by universal 
written law and that law 
above and superior to all 
r itten law. 

Article IV of the Articles of 
^federation of, November 
'/ 1777 secures to the people 
eir right' "to Be free under 
written law. 

The Northwest Ordinance 
July 13, 1787 was the first 
:empt of the United States in . 



DON'T TRY Tn dcdc/ii ~ — — 

THE TFB»TTnsE9Tii7 r ""**"" " B *WAl*RE. INSTEAD, REVEAJ 
THE TERRITORIAL LIMITATIONS OF ALL FEDERAL LAWS 
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Congress assembled to extend 
written legislative over all the 
people, , by first making the 
settlers and inhabitants liable 
for the federal debt and federal 
taxes. 

The Constitution 0 f 
September 17, 1787 allowed 
the newly created federal 
government under the 

tnl S \, ? f Confederation 
and Nortnwest Ordinance 
to institute a government 
corporation to. administer the 
territory owned and ceded to 

r^° ni », d States of America. 

^^'""gton-'s bloodless- 
takeover of the fed-ral 
government accomplished "by 
his election to the Office of 
President ' 

ofthe United States of America 



and his taking of the oral oath 
o. Office of President of the 
United States permitted all 
members ofCongress to avoid 
being bound by an Article 
VI oath "to support this 
Constitution." instead, the 
First Congress enacted an oath 
to the federal government's 
corporation, the United 
states. 

1 : l 7 he i llth Cor igress enacted 
the Democrat Health Care 
Reform Bill and President 
of the United States Barack 
h ossein Obama signed it into 
tew-for the people of the United 
States. 

The people of the United 
States nave subjected 
chemsefyes Co the laws made 
by the congress and President 



ofthe United States, by failin< 
to know written and unwritter 
aw. To learn what you need tc 
know about the laws, contac 
me at SttsffiEa@g^^ 
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MYTH SIX - 
YOU MUST OBEY STATUTES, RULES, 
REGULATIONS, ORDINANCES, ETC 

The vast majority, if not ail, of us have believed for years that we must obey all 
the laws rules regulations, ordinances, government codes, etc. that any legislature, 
county, city or other government agency makes up to control our actions. That is true but 
only because we do not know who we are. 

We are Sovereign over the government agencies of which we, the living, 
breathing people collectively, are co-creators. California Government Code, Section 100 
states 'The people of this state did not give up their Sovereignty over the agencies which 
they created:" That is true in every State. 

The presumption of government and the courts is that we are juristic, corporate 
beings and not living, breathing souls. But that is a rebuttable presumption. 

Rebuttable presumption. In the law of evidence, a presumption 
■ ' which may be rebutted by evidence. Otherwise called a "disputable " 
presumption. A species of legal presumption which holds good until 
evidence contrary to it is introduced. 

Black's Law Dictionary 6 th edition, page 1267 
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All that is required in order to rebut the presumption that we are juristic, corporate 
beings is to serve the plaintiffs attorney and the clerk of the court in which you are being 
sued with an Affidavit of Denial of Corporate Status, a Notice of Copyright of your 
STRAW MAN and a Hold Harmless and Indemnity Agreement (HHIA) between you and 
your STRAW MAN. 

That completely rebuts the presumption that you are a juristic, corporate being 
and the court is dead. It cannot move forward at all and you have won your case or cause. 

Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, Sec. Ill, Motions and Pleadings, Rule 9(a) states 
in pertinent part: 

-When an issue is raised as to the legal existence of a named party's capacity to 
he sued, or the authority of a party to be sued, the party desiring to raise the issue 
shall do so by specific negative averment, which shall include supporting 
particulars/ 1 (emphasis added) 



jurisdiction, once challenged, is to be proven, not by the court, but by the party attempts to 

The burden of proof of jurisdiction lies with the asserter. The court is only to rule on the sufhcency of he proof 

rendtered Se McNutt v. GMAC. 298 US 178. The orpins of this doctrine of law may be found in MaxfieW s 

1026 "Once jurisdiction has been challenged, the court canno, proceed when « clearly appears that the court lacks junsdKt.on. 

Capital letters (Fiction) @ 15 U.S.C.A section 44 



1. Monroe 147 

2. U.S. report pg. 47 



FEDERAL JURISDICTION 



It is further relevant to this Affidavit that any violation of my Rights, Freedom, or Property by the 
U S federal government, or any agent thereof, would be an illegal and unlawful excess, clearly 
outside the limited boundaries of federal jurisdiction. My understanding is that the jurisdiction of 
the U.S. federal government is defined by Article I, Section 8, Clause 17 of the U.S. Constitution, 
quoted as follows: 

"The Congress shall have the power ... To exercise exclusive legislation in all cases 
whatsoever, over such distri ct (NOT EXCEEDING TEN MILES SQUARE) as may, by 
cession of particular states and the acceptance of Congress, become the seat of the 
Government of the. United States, [District of Columbia] and to exercise like authority 
over all places purchased by the consent of the legislature of the state in which the same 
* shall be, for the Erection of Forts, Magazines, Arsenals, dock yards and other needful 
Buildings; And - To make all laws which shall be necessary and proper for carrying into 
Execution the foregoing Powers..." [emphasis added] 

and Article IV, Section 3, Clause 2: 

"The Congress shall have the Power to dispose of and make all needful Rules and 
Regulations respecting the Territory or other Property belonging to the United States; and 
nothing in this Constitution shall be so construed as to Prejudice any Claims of the United 
States, or of any particular State." 

The definition of the "United States" being used here, then, is limited to its territories: 



1 ) The District of Columbia 

2) Commonwealth of Puerto Rico 

3) U.S. Virgin Islands 

4) Guam 

5) American Samoa 



6) Northern Mariana Islands 

7) Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands 

8) Military bases within the several states 

9) Federal agencies within the several states 



It does not include the several states themselves, as is confirmed by the following cites: 

"We have in our political system a Government of the United States and a government of 
each of the several States. Each one of these governments is distinct from the others, and 
each has citizens of its own who owe it allegiance, and whose rights, within its 
" jurisdiction, it must protect. The same person may be at the same time a citizen of the 
United States and a Citizen of a State, but his rights of citizenship under one of these 
governments will be different from those he has under the other." Slaughter House Cases 
TTnited States vs. Cruikshank, 92 U.S. 542 (1875). 

r 

"THE UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT IS A FOREIGN CORPORATION WITH 
RESPECT TO A STATE." [emphasis added] Volume 20: Corpus Juris Sec. §§1785: 
NY re: Merriam 36 N.E. 505 1441 S.Ct.1973, 41 L.Ed.287. 



TO DECLARE OR HOT TO DECLARE... 
^ ...THAT IS THE QUESTION? 



- ii^v - ~ -i%rr:(i'f; t . Rule 17 of the federal and state rules 
of civil procedure, is the government's provided "affirmative 
defense" for the people, i.e. sovereigns. Do not be tricked or 
mislead into pleading a copy of the 

" r^iatiftteoiffi^ wKicH is to say: "Where's th e 

corrtfrS^ that allows an "it" or fictitious 
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DENIAL OF CORPORATE EXISTENCE 



STATUTORY RECOGNITION OF THE RIGHT OF 
A MAN TO DENY CORPORATE EXISTENCE 



Federal Rules of Civil" Procedure, Sec. Ill, Morions and Pleadings, Rule 9(a) states 
pertinent part: 

-When an issue is raised as to the legal existence of a named party's capacity to 
he sued, or the authority of a party to be sued, the party desiring to raise the issue 
shall do so bv specific negative averment, which shall include supporting 
particulars." (emphasis added) 

(Eldon's note: Statute 445 was repealed around 1988; however, 429 is still around as Revised 
Statute 15:429, and is posted on the internet by the Louisiana State Government website: 
Revised Statute 15:429 ) 

Civil Codes of Louisiana Art. 445. 

The statutes and regulations which corporations enact for their police and discipline, are 
obligatory upon ail their respective members who are bound to obey them, provided such 
statutes contain nothing contrary to the laws, to public liberty, or to the interest of 
others. 

Louisiana Revised Statutes Art. 429. 

Corporate existence presumed unless affidavit of denial filed before trial. 

On trial of any criminal case it shall not be necessary to prove the incorporation of any 
corporation mentioned in the indictment, unless the defendant, before entering upon 

. . . .. . r-.i_-i u:~ ^ff'.A-rsxnb cr\ar\f\ra\\\i ripnvinn fhp PYiqfpnrp of ^urh 

such trial, snail nave no aniuwv.t. ^ K v.^.. — — 

corporation. 



Current Texas Rules of Court recognize 
a man's right to deny corporate existence: 

By a Texas Law Researcher 

In "The State of Texas" there are 2 rules in the Texas Rules of Civil Procedure. They are 
rule 52. ALLEGING A CORPORATION, and rule 93. CERTAIN PLEAS TO BE VERIFIED. Rule 
52 is straight forward about the corporation status. 

TRCP 52. ALLEGING A CORPORATION 

"An allegation that a corporation is incorporated shall be taken as true, unless 
denied by the affidavit of the adverse party, his agent or attorney, whether such 
corporation is a public or private corporation and however created." 

In an equity setting where there is a maritime contract in effect . Only like entities can 
contract with each other. The entities I am talking about are "persons", entities in a 
subject to government position (citizens, body politic, corporations, members, 
employee's and any other man made legal fiction). 



"A pleading setting up any of the following matters, unless the truth of such j 
matters appear of record, shall be verified by affidavit, f 

1. That the plaintiff has not legal capacity to sue or that the defendant has 
not the legal capacity to be sued. ( if you are not a corporation you would 
lack capacity, just for fun look up "civilly dead"or "civil death") 

2. That the plaintiff is not entitled to recover in the capacity in which he sues, 
or that the defendant is not liable in the capacity in which he is sued. 
(Note: Corporations, or members of a corporation as officers or employees of 
a corporation) cannot sue a man who is of unlimited liability status.) 

3. omitted 

4. That there is a defect of parties, plaintiff or defendant. (See Note in #2 
above,) 

5. omitted 

6. That any party alleged in any pleading to be a corporation is not 
incorporated as alleged. (See note in #2 above)" 

Proof That Canadian Judges Consider All Canadians 
As Being Corporate Entities 

Criminal Code of Canada - Notice to corporation 

621. (1) The clerk of the court or the prosecutor may, where an indictment is filed 
against a corporation, cause a notice of the indictment to be served on the corporation. 

Comment: This is the only place where indictments are authorised, and for corporations, 
not for full liability People. The Common Law and the Magna Carta allow ONLY "Good 
Men of the Neighbourhood" - a Grand Jury to take a man to court. 

Contents of notice 

(2) A notice of an indictment referred to in subsection (1) shall set out the nature and 
purport of the indictment and advise that, unless the corporation appears on the date set 
out in the notice or the date fixed pursuant to subsection 548(2.1), and enters a plea, a 

plea of not guilty will be entered for the accused by the court, and that the trial of the 
indictment will be preceded with as though the corporation had appeared and pleaded. 
R.S. 1985, c, C-46, S. 621; 1997, c. 18, s.71 

Comment: The entering of a plea by a judge is done frequently against Canadians. This 
activity is only authorized in the Criminal Code of Canada for an accused corporation. 

This means that all Canadians are considered corporations or corporate entities; or, the 
judges have unlawfully assumed authority for which there is no basis. Since the civil 
codified system (Criminal Code of Canada) is ONLY applicable to corporations or 
corporate entities, and not to full liability men with God Given rights, that means that 
Canadians judges are arch-traitors to the People of Canada when they unlawfully assume 
jurisdiction over them by imagining that they are corporations, and should be facing the 
death penalty, the penalty for TRAITORS. 



Expatriation Act 



Right of 
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Protection to 
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Release of 
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governments 
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CHAP. CCXLIX - An Act concerning the Rights of American 
Citizens in foreign States. 

Whereas the right of expatriation is a natural and inherent right of 
all people, indispensable to the enjoyment of the rights of life, 
liberty, and the pursuit of happiness; and whereas in the 
recognition of this principle, this government has freely received 
emigrants from all nations, and invested them with the rights of 
citizenship; and whereas it is claimed that such American citizens, 
with their descendents, are subjects of foreign states, owing 
allegiance to the governments thereof; and whereas it is necessary 
to the maintenance of public peace that this claim of foreign 
allegiance should be promptly and finally disavowed; Therefore, 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the 
United States of America in Congress assembled, That any 
declaration, instruction, opinion, order, or decision of any officers of 
this government which denies, restricts, impairs, or questions the 
right of expatriation, is hereby declared inconsistent with the 
fundamental principles of this government. 

Sec. 2. And be it further enacted, That all naturalized citizens of the 
United States, while in foreign states, shall be entitled to, and shall 
receive from this government, the same protection of persons and 
property that is accorded to native-born citizens in like situations 
and circumstances. 

Sec. 3. And be it further enacted, That whenever it shall be made 
known to the President that any citizen of the United States has 
been unjustly deprived of his liberty by or under the authority of 
any foreign government, it shall be the duty of the President 
forthwith to demand of that government the reasons for such 
imprisonment, and if it appears to be wrongful and in violation of 
the rights of American citizenship, the President shall forthwith 
demand the release of such citizen, and if the release so demanded 
is unreasonably delayed or refused, it shall be the duty of the 
President to use such means, not amounting to acts of war, as he 
may think necessary and proper to obtain or effectuate such release, 
and all the facts and proceedings relative thereto shall as soon as 
practicable be communicated by the President to Congress. 



July 27, 1868. 



Rights of 
American 
citizens in 
foreign stales 
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Facts to be 
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d to Congress. 



Approved, July 27, 1868. 



in law or equity against a Citizens. 

FRCP 4 (j) clearly shows that state, municipal corporation, political subdivision, 
governmental organization, corporation, agency, Instrumentality of a foreign state, 
judicial person or even a Bank fall under the definition of Foreign Sovereign Immunity 
Act(FSIA) under 28 T J SC 1 60S t As this court does fall under 28 USC SECTION 3002 
definition of the UNITED STATES 15 (a) FEDERAL CORPORATION along with term 
of judicial person and the court it self is an instrumentality of the Federal Government. 

All complaints and suits against such CORPORATION or ens legis fall under the 
aforementioned FSIA and service of process must be made by the clerk of the court, 
under section 1608(a)(4) of title 28, United States Code, 63 Stat. 1 1 1, as amended (22 
U.S.C. 2658) [42 FR 6367, Feb. 2, 1977, as amended at 63 FR 16687, Apr. 6, 1998], to 
the Director of the Office of Special Consular Services in the Bureau of Consular Affairs, 
Department of State, in Washington, D.C., exclusively, pursuant to 22 CFR §§93.1 and 
93 .2. A copy of the FSIA must be filed with the complaint along with "a certified copy 
of the diplomatic note of transmittal;" and, "the certification shall state the date and place 
the documents were delivered." The foregoing must be served upon the Chief Executive 
Officer and upon the Registered Agent of the designated CORPORATION or FOREIGN 
STATE. 



MUNICIPAL, COUNTY, OR STATE COURTS and evemhis Federal District Court lack 
jurisdiction to hear any case under the definition of FOREIGN STATE and under all 
related definitions below. Said jurisdiction lies with the "district court of the United 
States," established by Congress in the states under Article III of the Constitution, which 
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Moreover, the process in the above-captioned case is no, "regular on its face,' 
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